Applicaiion Serial No, 10/803,032 

Reply dated August 3, 2010 

Repiy to Finai Office Action ol'Sum 7, 2010 

REMARKS 

This Reply is responsive to the finai Office Action ' dated June 7, 2010, Claims i , 3, 5- 
10, 13- i 8, 22-32 and 34-36 were presented for examination and were rejected. Claims 2, 4, 1 1 , 
1.2, 19-21 , and 33 were previously canceled. Claims 1, 10, 1 8, 28, 34 and 35 are independent 
claims. No claims are amended, added, or canceled by way of tliis Reply, Claims 1, 3, 5-10, 13- 

18, 22-32 and 34-36 are pending. 

The Rejections: 

Claims i, 3, 5, 9, 28, 30-32, and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being un- 
patentable over Farris et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,751,789 (referred to hereitiafter as "Farris") in 
view of Gersxberg et al. , U.S. Patent No. 6,714,534 (referred to hereinafter as "Gers-xberg''). 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being un-patentable over Farris in views 
of Gers;zberg and well known Prior Art (MF*EP 2144.05 ). 

Clat.ra 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being nn-patentable over Farris in view of 
Gerszberg, and Ehreth U.S. Patent No, 6,246,750 Bl (referred to hereinafter as "Elireth"), 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being «a-patentable over Farris in views 
of Gerszberg and McKeiina et al. U.S. Patent No. 6,829,486 B2 (referred to hereinafter as 
"McKenna"). 



1 .{Tie Oftfce AetKW ntav coutaiii a number of slateiaests efaamctctij:iiig tiie cited icfereiices afldor the d&tma which AppliciWii 
im\ not »f\pre<;«!i) ideniih hcixnn Regajdlcsi^; of whethcf or nol any mch iUitonent idcnttficd herein, Apphcant does not 
.RitonulivaiK' •,uh'«cn}ie so, i» acqiiivscv jn, din such -^UiletRent J tmher, Mtenoe with R'g<iuJ to ^.-jtctum «f a depLtuJeti! cjatm, 
svhen •^sioh i.!.iim dqiLftd-. JiteetK ot nidfret.t!v iioin .m tnJepentLnt d^m \s h Apphtant lietivi ii!kw"dbk foi rea&ons 
i5ri>videcl heiem, is n«! aajmestetjoc to sach reiectton (}t that depetsdeiii clatm. foiii is reconHittoii by .Applitairt that such 
j»v'\K>u.'>h ivxlj-ed re{..'».tJofi i!> nioor btised ott letnarKs ondoi attjeftJtnetits preseiiEcd hcretts ttiattxe to that (tidej'endtfif tUms 
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Claims 10, 17, 18 and 23-26 are rejected under 35 IJ.S.C, § l.03(a) as being un-patentable 
over Cmdim et al, U.S. 2004/02 14569 A 1 (referred to hereiaalter as "Cardina") in view of 
Gerszberg. 

Claims 14-1 6 are rejected imder 35 U,S,C. § J 03(a) as being un-patentable over Caixiina 
in views of Gerszberg and Sawada, U.S. 2005/0148315 Ai (referred to hereinafter as "Sawada"). 

Ciaini 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being un-patentable over Cardina in 
views of Gei'szberg and McKeniia. 

Claim 29 is rejected trader 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being iin-patentable over Farris in views 
of Gerszberg and Patron et al, (U.S. 2005/0063333 Ai) (referred to hereinafter as "Pati'on"). 

Claims 13 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being un-patentable over 
Cardina in views of Gerszberg and fiirther in view of well knovsfn prior art (MPEP 21 44.05). 

Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §i 03(a) as being nn-patentable over Knigbt in view 
of Gerszberg. 

Claim 36 is rejected under 35 U.S.C^ § 103(a) as being im-patentabie over Fanis in views 
of Gerszberg and Cheng et al., U.S. 2002/0187746 (referred to hereinafter as "Cheng"). 

Applicant respectftilly traverses these rejections, at least because the cited references 
taken iadividually or in any reasonable combination do not disclose or suggest ail claim 
limitations of each pending claim for at least the following reasons. 

I. Independent Claim 1: 

'\. .wireless transceiver that has lost connectivity to the wireline network due to a 
problem in a residence or place of business of a network subscriber 
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Claim 1 is rejected under 35 IJ.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being un-patentabie over Farrts 
iti view of Gerszberg. Neither Farris nor Gerszberg taken individually or in any reasonable 
combination disclose or suggest "wherein the wireless traiiseeiver is configured to relay data 
from another wireks:^ transceiver that has loaf comectiviiy to the wireline mtM'Orkdue to a 
problem ma residence or place ofhmhiess of a network subscriber associated with said another 
wireless transceiver, said another wixeiess transceiver being connected to said wireless 
transceiver through no more than one other wireless ^anisceiver that has also lost connectivitj? to 
the wireline network when said data is being relayed, said another and said other wireless 
transceivers having been wtreline-connected to the wireline network during noniiai operation" as 
recited in claim i.* (Emphasis added) 

In Applicant's last response filed on April 7, 2010, Applicant explained in detail why 
Cierszberg does not disclose or suggest this iimitation of claim I . Applicant hereby incorporates 
herein by reference all discussion of Gerszberg presented in its Remarks filed on April 7, 2010. 
In summary, Gerszberg teaches that a particular coram luvication path from transceiver 2502 
through transceiver 2503 to transceiver 2501 can take place when Gerszberg 's direct link 2506 is 
not working and only if a failure occurred at tap 60, or gpstreaiu thereof such as, e.g. , between 
tap 60 and node 61 . Accordingly, Gerszberg does not disclose or suggest a wireless transceiver 
"configured to relay data from another wireless transceiver that has lost connectivity to the 
wireline network due to a problem in a residence or place of business of a network subscriber 
associated with said another wireless transceiver. . (claitn 1, emphasis added). Rather, in 



2 Claim i mxiis on Appikimrs Fig. S which shows three wirdess siibscribers or iliiee iiefwork ititer&ce mVm (Mli's) 

i<}mtfied as B, C and D. The wkekss trajisceiver for stibscrtlxsr B {right-hand side of Fig.) is flie recited "wirdess transceiver." 
The wireless traasceiver ibr sttb.scriber D (leSl-hand side wi Tig.) i.« the lecitet! "an«riher wirdes.s tomcdver." rhe wireless 
tratiscd%'et for subscriber C (cetsi er of Fig.) is the recite*} "tm rtiore titan one otiier witefess tratisteivef 
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Gerszberg, the lost coTmectivity is due to a problem upstream from a residence or place of 
business of a network subscriber, and not due to a problem in that residence or place of business. 

The OiFice Action, in its Response to Arguttients, pg 2, does not refute the foregoing 
argument with respect to Gerszberg as presented in Applicant's last response. Instead, it 
attempts to interpret Farris to aliegedly read on a .wireless transceiver that has lost 
comiectivity to the wireline network due to a problem w a residence or place of bus iness of a 
netvv'ork subscriber. . ." as recited in claim i . (emphasis added) But, Farris also fails in this 
regard because it teaches no more than lost connectivity to a wireline network due to a fault that 
occurs in the network at a location other than in the subscriber's pretnises. 

The Otlice Action contends that Farris teaches "tite use of a wireless backup to connect a 
subscriber to the landline network when the landline service gl the subscriber premises (i.e., 
residence) is interrupted (see abstract: col. 4, iines 56-61)." ({)f!!lce .Action, pg 2, emphasis 
added) But, "at the subscriber premises" is not what this cited section in Farris actually says, as 
discussed below. Fuithertnore, an interruption of 'landline service at the stibscriber premises 
(i.e. residence)" as stated in the Office .A,ction, pg 2, is not ..lost connectivity to the wireline 
network due to a problem in a residence or place of business of a network subscriber" as recited 
in Applicant's claim 1 , Rather, in Farris, interruption of landline service at the subscriber's 
premises is due to a failure in the network at a location other ihan in the subscriber's premises. 

The cited Farris .Abstract merely mentions customer premises and connections to the 
customer premises and is otherwise irrelevant to . .lost connectivity to the wireline network due 
to a problem in a residence. . as recited in claim 1 (emphasis added), lite otlier cited Farris 
section actually says: 

"In accord xvith the present invention, when landline service to the subscriber premises 1 .5 
is interrupted, the SNID 19 will register with the MTSO 27 as a roatning cellular station. 



Page 14 of 21 



Applicaiion Serial No, 10/803,032 

Reply dated August 3, 2010 

Repiy to Finai Office Action ol'Sum 7, 2010 

and tlie MI'SO 27 and the base station 29 will provide ceiMar telephone sen'ice dnough 
the 19 to tlie customer premises teiephofte equipment 23." 

(Fan-is, co!. 4, lines 56-61; emphasis added) This section discusses what happens when landline 
service to the subscriber premises is interrupted, and does not mention anything about 
interruption of sendee because of a problem in the sisbscriber premises. Interriiption of landline 
service to the subscriber premises is not equivalent to lost comtectivity due to a problem in the 
subscriber premises. Rather, interruption of landline service lo subscriber premises results fi-om 
a fault in the telephone line delivering communication to the premises. Furihennore, there is no 
discussion anyplace else in Farris about interruption of service because of a problem the 
subscriber premises. 

The MPEP requires that "[ajU vi-ords in a claim must be considered in j udging the 
pa tentability of that claim against the prior ai t." MPEP § 2143.03 quoting In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 
1382, 1385, 165 USPQ 494, 496 (CCPA 1970) (emphasis added). Therefore, the word "in" 
appearing in the recited phrase "in the subscriber premises" must be considered. 

In sura, Gerszberg does not disclose or suggest a '\vireless transceiver that has lost 
connectivity to tlie wireline network due to a problem in a residence or place of business of a 
network subscriber" as recited in claim 1 (emphasis added) for reasons given above including the 
incorporated by reference reasons, Farris also does not disclose or suggest a "wireless 
transceiver that has lost connectivity- to the wireline network due to a problem in a residence or 
place of business of a network subscribed as recited in claim 1 (emphasis added) for reasons 
given above. Thus, it logically follows that any reasonable combination of Gerszberg and Farris 
also does not disclose or suggest a ' Vireless transceiver that has lost connectivity to the wireline 
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network due to a probiem in a residence or place of business of a network subscriber" as recited 
in claim 1 (emphasis added). 

Thercfbre, the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claim I should be withdravvn and the claim 
allowed. 

II. Iitdepeadetit Oami 10: 



**wheti the wireline connection fails due to a problem inside said premises of said 
network subscriber" 



Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U,S,C, § i 03(a) as allegedly being un-patentable over 
Cardina in view of Gerszberg. Claim 10 also reads oti Applicant's Fig. 8, Claim 10 recites, iriier 



'Vhen the wireline connection fails due to a problem ;i^v/tfe said premises o f said network 
subscriber , automatically establishing a substitute wireline connection to the network 
setvice provider over a over a wireless connection relayed from the network subscriber 
through more than one other network subscriber, one said more than one other network 
subscriber having separate normal wireline-connectivity to the network service provider, 
said automatically establishing iticluding: (a) providing wireless-comiectivity directly 
between a first transceiver associated with said network subscriber and a second 
transceiver associated with a network subscriber other than said one said more than one 
other network subscriber, and (b) providing wireless connectivity directly betv^'een said 
second transceiver and a tliird transceiver associated with said one said more than, one 
other network subscriber" (claim 10, emphasis added) 

Cardina does not disclose or suggest "when the wireline connection fails due to a 
problem inside said premises of said network subscriber. . as recited in claim 10. The Office 
Action cites Cardina's abstract and paragraph [0058] against this limitation. (Office Action, pg 
14) But, these citations refer to detection of interruptions in Cardina's landline connection 101 
outside of the subscriber's premises, which is not inside the premises. Thus, Cardina does not 
disclose or suggest: "when die wireline connection fails due to a problem mkie said premises of 
said network subscriber..." as recited in claim 10. 
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T he Examiner alleges that Gerszberg teaches subject matter to compensate for the 
admitted deficiencies of Cardina by citing Gerszberg, Fig, 25; abstract; col 20, lines 53-59; col, 
33, lines 34-col 34, lines 1-24 (Office Action, pg 1 5) which are tlie same cites provided to 
support rejection of claim 1 . Applicant incorporates by reference the arguments made above 
against Gerszberg for aliowabiiity of ckirn 1 and submits that Gerszberg does not disclose or 
suggest "when the wireline connectioti fails due to a problem iimd& said preaaises of said 
netvv'ork subscriber. . as recited in claim 10 for reasons that are the same as, or similar to, those 
reasons given for allowability of claim L Therefore, Cardina and Gerszberg, taken individually 
or in any reasonable combination, do not disclose or suggest the subject matter recited in claim 
1 0, For at least these reasons, Applicant requests tltat the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claim 
10 be withdrawn and tlie claim allowed. 

Dependent claims 13-17, dependent from claim 10, are allowable at least for reasons 
based on their respective dependencies from allowable claim 10. 
IIL Independent Claim 18: 

"said backu{} connectivity being provided when said wireline connectivity for said 
one node is lost d«e to a problem in said residence or said place of business" 

Claim IS is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being un-patentable over 
Cardina in view of Gerszberg. Claim 18 also reads on Applicant's Fig. 8. Claim 18 recites, infer 
alia: 

"pio\ idtng backup network connectnity lo said one node foi netuoik subscribei basing 
a residence oi place of buMnci><^ t>aid backup connectn iT\ benm pros tded uhen said 
wuciiue vOnnei.Ti\u> for ->auione ' '\k'^ i-- 1 ^s' J ie 'o i ptobiun / / said is^suLiKc ^au! 
piaLO business \ ut a n uek>^ tK sO' 1^ ^^ iviv-^s \ ivla^ ing data dnti^ih ttoui a tu^T 
tuni'L,i.iser ni suidone node toa second ttans-cener inanothei node in the pjujahr\ of 
network nodes ulnch had an actne wnekne connection to the network setMce piottdei, 
said si-cond tran^cen cr being \Mre1esslv conn^-cted directly to a third transcenci m set 
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another node in the plurality of nodes tiiat has an active wireline connection to die 
network service pfovider" (claim 18, emphasis added) 

Cardina and Gerszbeig, taken tndividualiy, or in any reasonable combmation, do not disclose or 

suggest at least this liniitation for reasons that are the same as, or similar to, those given above 

for a!!owabiiity of ciaim 10. For at least these reasons. Applicant requests that the 35 U,S,C. § 

103(a) rejection of claim 18 be withdrawn and tihe claim allowed. 

Dependent claims 22-27, dependent from claim 1 8, are allowable at least for reasons 

based on their respective dependencies from allowable claim 18. 

IV. Independent Claim 28; 

"when connectivity on the one of the wireline connections fails dae to a proWem m a 
residence or place of business of said corresponding subscriber^' 

Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being «n-patentable over Farris 

in view of (lerszberg. Cham 28 also reads on Applicant's Fig. 8 (i'laim 28 recites, inter alkr. 

"a swhch coupled to the wireless transceiver and to one of the 
wireline connections, the switch providing data from the one of the wireline 
connections to a correspondi ng subscriber of the network during nomial 
operation of the one of the wireline connections and the switch providing data 
fi oin die wireless transceiver to the coiresponding subscriber of the network 
when connectivitv on the one of the wireline connections fails due to a problem in a 
tMMggggoyjpkce (claim 28, emphasis 

added) 

Farris and Gerszberg, taken individually, or in any reasonable combination, do not disclose or 

suggest at least this limitation for reasons that are the same as, or similar to, those given above 
for allowability of claim 1. For at least these reasons. Applicant requests that the 35 U.S.C. § 
1 03(a) rejection of claim 28 be withdrawn and the claim allowed. 

Dependent claims 29-32 and 36, dependent from claim 28, are allowable at least for 
reasons based on their respective dependencies from allowable claim 28. 
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V, Independent Claim 34: 



"'when said first wireline communication fails due to a problem inmle premises of 
said first network subscriber *' 



Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as allegedly being «n-pateotab!e over 
Knight in view of Gersz;berg. Claim 34 also reads on Applicant's Fig. 8. Claim 34 recites, infer 
alia: 



"providing, when said first wireline communication fails due to a problem imide 
premises of said first network subscriber , substimte wireline commynication for said first 
TietAvoik subscriber by way of said second wireline communication by wirelessly re iaying 
data iridirectiy between two nodes through a third node associated with a third network 
subscriber with tailed wireline communication, one of said two nodes located in or on 
said premises of said fust network subscriber and the other of said two nodes located in 
or on premises of said second network subscriber, said other of said two nodes relaying 
said data witii said network service provider over a wireline otherwise normaiiy carr>'ing 
only said second wireline comniunicatioti, said one node having a lirsf transceiver, said 
other node having a secotid transceiver and said third node having a third transceiver, 
wherein said wirelessiy relaying data includes said tirst transceiver wirelessly 
coramnnicating directly with said third transceiver and said third transceiver wirelessly 
communicating directly witli said second transceiver." (claim 34, emphasis added) 

Knight and Gerszberg, taken individually, or in any reasonable combination, do not disclose or 

suggest at least this limitation. The Office Action ci tes Knight, Fig, 1 and paragraph [0023] 

against this limitation (Office Action, pg 22) but that Figure and that section do not disclose or 

suggest a failure "due to a problem inside premises of said first network subscriber" as recited in 
claim 34. Rather, paragraph [0023] discusses cut cable 127 e,xtemal to the premises, as shown in 
Knight Fig. I . Gerszberg also does not disclose or suggest this limitation for reasons given 
above with respect to allowability of claim 1. Therefore, Knight and Gerszberg, taken 
individnalty or in any reasonable combination do not disclose or .suggest at least this limitation. 
For at least these reasons. Applicant respectfiilly requests that the 35 U.S.C, § 1 03(a) rejection of 
claim 34 be withdrawn and the claim allowed. 
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VI. Independent Ctaini 35: 



"wherein the wireless transceiver is configured to exchange said other data from 
{tnother wireless transceiver ttiat has lost wireHne connectivitj' to the network dwe to 
a problem m a home or place of business of a network subscriber associated with 
said another wireless transceiver *' 



Claim 35 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being titi-patentabie over Fmis 

b Mcw of lii-'i^/beiy Ckuni 3"^ aUso reads on Apphcanfs Fig 8 daim ^5 lecUes mtfi alu 

" wherein the vvirele^s transceiver is cot\fi|^nred to exch ange said othe; data fium anothei 
wireless transceiver thai has lost v\ irelnic cunnectu ny to the ncswotk due To a pioblem in 
a home or place of bllsines^» of a nctvtork subscriber associated w ith said anothci \Mieless 
transcend said anoiher \sire!o<^s nanscciver being wuelcsslv connected dsrcnh a 
limd )>,\k\ \\ neit'Ss uaa.seen et tiiat has also lost wireline connectu n\ xo the nel^\olk, ^asd 
tbiid wireless transcenei being v\irelessly connected directly to said \vneless transceiver 
when said otlier data is beitjg exchanged" (claim 35, emphasis added) 

Farris and Gerszberg, taken individually, or ir:i any reasonable combination, do not disclose or 

suggest at least this liniitation for reasons that are the same as, or similar to, those given above 

for allowability of claim I . For at least these reasons. Applicant requests that the 35 U.S.C. § 

103(a) rejection of claim 35 be withdrawn and the claitn allowed. 

Applicant does not acquiesce in the combinability of these references. Applicant reser\'es 

its rights to present fidl arguments rebutting these reference-combinations in subsequent 

responses if need be. Applicant views its retnarks as sufficient to overcome the rejections of all 

pending claims.^ 



Ml u ^ I rti >j N h\ k K itnuKi in tht, (Jtiic^ Attion oi ccmm rci}tmi.menf>« th<il tas> Ik apphcibL Ici stitb reKctioii- 
>.i fi nii ^pj K Lti! u )f SI hi. ^tiKtis.Sit i(,;.«rjtt <)) MJi.}) aquiiuntn slmi. ixtn mtf <ind ApplK mt ii.Mnt\ thcnght U) 
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COXCtAStON 

In view of the Remarks, reconsideration and allowance of the pending chiims are 
respectftilly requested. It is respectfally submitted that a!i claims and, therefore, this application 
are ia condition for allowance and prompt passage to issue is respectfidiy requested. 

To the extent necessary, a petition for extension of time ujider 37 C. F.R. § 1 .136 is 

hereby made, the fee for which should be charged to deposit account number 07-2347. Please 
charge any other fees due, or credit any overpayment made to that account. 



R espec iM ly submitted, 

Date; August 3, 2010 /Joel Wall/ 

Joel Wall 

Attorney for AppHcatit 
Registration No. 25,648 

Eddy Valverde, Patent Paralegal 
VerizonPatent Managemem: (jroup 
1320 North Courthouse Road« 9* Floor 
Arlington, VA 22201-2909 
703-351-3032 

CUSTOMER NO. 25,537 
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